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E: Approval: No Further Accelerated Action ("4 , PAC 000-190, Caustic Leak 

The ColoradoDepartment of Public Health and Environment, Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 
Division (the Division) hereby grantsNFAA approval for the subject unit. 

Qn: comments, attached, on the &aft Historical Release Report (HRR) description of the unit have been 
satisfactorily addressed in the July 6,2004 revision. 

In resolvingthe comments, an advanced verbal contactwith the Division would likely have made comment 
resolution easier. The site has agreed to make initial mformalcontacts in the future. 

Eyou have any questions regarding this correspondence, please contact me at (303) 692-3367 or Harlen 
Ainscough at 303-692-3337. 

Sincerely, 

Steven H. Gunderson - 
RFCA Project Coordinator 
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Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 

Hazardous Materials S; Waste Management Division 

Comments 

No Further Accelerated Action Justification for Caustic Leak 

PAC Reference Number: 000-190 

June 1,2004 

t ’  

1. ofthe text and supportingdata is not pertinent to this IHSS.Datarelated to overlappingMSS s shouldbe dealt with in 
separate decisions. If all the exceedences at SW22 cannot be accounted for by the sources in those MSSs, then those 
exceedencesat that POE should drive additionalevaluation. 

TheNFAAjustification should be straightforward and simple. 2. 
. The main incident which lead to this LHSS occurred over 25 years 

ago. The acid release was adequatelycontrolled and neutralized. Any 
remaining acid has long since been naturally neutralized. 

below WRW a s .  

Soil Risk Screen. 

- Within the MSS, concentrationsofNaOH in surfacesoil are well 

. ConcentrationsofNaOH in the subsurface pass the Subsurface 

3. Subsurface Soil Risk Screen#5 is not addressed. The standard statement defemngan ecologicalevaluationto the CRA 
should be included. 

SDecific Comments: 

4. Fate of Constltuentsgi&LEto_Envlronment. ’ The “constituent” released to the environment was caustic NaOH not 
other constituents. Please focus on the NaOH, the steps to neutralize it and the passage of time relative to residual NaOH. 

Proposed Revision of the IHSS Boundarv: The status of the bullet items are dated. For example, IHSS Group 600-5 has 
been investigated and has received an NFAA. Please update, 

The Division will not approve the partitioningof this IHSS. The Division can grant NFAA status to the entire IHSS without 
such approval affectingthe status of the overlapping sites. The caustic releases were connected from the point of origin to 
B- 1 and a disjointed boundary is inconsistent with the nature of the release. Please remove the proposed change from the 
document. 

Characterization Summarv: In the first bullet, COCs in overlappingMSSs, althoughunrelated to the release of caustic, 
have been used to show the expected levels in adjoining portions ofthe MSS. This is misleading and unnecessary. Please 
see Comment No. 3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. Screen The “several organics and radionuclide concentrati0ns”are cited as the basis for a “Yes” response despite the fact 
that these COCs are not pertinent to the release. The only COC, as noted in “PhysicaUChernical Descriptionof Constituent 
Released” was “concentrated sodium hydroxide”. Please make the response ‘‘No” then clarify that while the other 
constituentswere found, the true COC is NaOH. 

9. Please factor in the proposed reconfiguration of Centrd Ditch relative to the concentratedpoint source of the 
NaOH. 

10 In the firstparagraph, page 5, the organic, metals and radionuclides should be consideredin the context of the CRA. Please 
add language to that effect. 

11. NFAA S urnman:  The proximity or congruencyof other MSSs does not provide justification for partioning the IHSS. 
Please revise. 

12. Subsurface Soil Risk Screen #5 is not addressed. The standardstatement defening an ecological valuation to the CRA 
shouldbe included. 


